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A Comparative Study of Involvement and 
Motivation among Casino Gamblers 
 
 
 
ObjectiveaaThe purpose of this paper is to investigate three different types of gamblers 
(which we label “non-problem”, “some problem”, and “probable pathological gamblers”) 
to determine differences in involvement and motivation, as well as differences in demo-
graphic and behavioral variables. 
MethodsaaThe analysis takes advantage of a unique opportunity to sample on-site at a 
major casino in South Korea, and the resulting purposive sample yielded 180 completed 
questionnaires in each of the three groups, for a total number of 540. Factor analysis, ana-
lysis of variance (ANOVA) and Duncan tests, and Chi-square tests are employed to ana-
lyze the data collected from the survey. 
ResultsaaFindings from ANOVA tests indicate that involvement factors of importance/ 
self-expression, pleasure/interest, and centrality derived from the factor analysis were sig-
nificantly different among these three types of gamblers. The “probable pathological” and 
“some problem” gamblers were found to have similar degrees of involvement, and higher 
degrees of involvement than the non-problem gamblers. The tests also reveal that motiva-
tional factors of escape, socialization, winning, and exploring scenery were significantly dif-
ferent among these three types of gamblers. When looking at motivations to visit the casino, 
“probable pathological” gamblers were more likely to seek winning, the “some problem” 
group appeared to be more likely to seek escape, and the “non-problem” gamblers indicate 
that their motivations to visit centered around explorations of scenery and culture in the 
surrounding casino area. 
ConclusionaaThe tools for exploring motivations and involvements of gambling provide 
valuable and discerning information about the entire spectrum of gamblers. 
 
KEY WORDS: Involvement, Motivation, Non-problem gambler, Some problem gambler, 
Probable pathological gambler. 
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Introduction 
 
Some gambling researchers have suggested that gambling behaviors can be con-
sidered on a continuum, ranging from gambling without any significant problems th-
rough severe levels of pathological gambling. Previously, researchers
1,2 have claim-
ed that gamblers can be classified into three groups: gamblers with no problems, gam-
blers with some problems, and probable pathological gamblers. The category of 
“gamblers with no problems” has also been called social gamblers
2 or recreational 
gamblers.
3,4 
A number of studies have found that different types of gamblers tend to express
different motivations to gamble. For example, researchers
3 have differentiated between 
these three groups by employing the Recreational Experience Preference (REP) Scale, 
which examines 23 motives for gambling. The results of their study indicate that pa-
thological gamblers ranked the importance of REP motives for gambling signifi-
cantly higher than the group of gamblers with some problems ranked them. They also 
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found that the group of “gamblers with some problems” 
ranked the importance of REP motives higher than gam-
blers with no problems. Another group of researchers
3 
examined gambling motivations among different groups 
of student gamblers. The results of their study indicate 
that significant motivational differences exist between 
recreational and pathological gamblers in this sample.   
Other studies have examined general gambling moti-
vations among sub-populations-without a focus on pa-
thology. For instance, a separate student study
5 explored 
motivations to gamble with a general sample of college 
students and identified the following as primary moti-
vations: money, fun, socialization, excitement, passing 
time, winning, conformity, competition, risk-taking, in-
terest, skill, escape, chasing, drinking, and challenge. Me-
anwhile, a study of elderly female gamblers reported that 
participants were motivated to gamble for reasons per-
taining to entertainment, excitement, people watching, and 
escape from routine.
7 A separate study
8 built upon this re-
search by suggesting that seniors who may feel a loss of 
control over their lives can not only regain a sense of con-
trol when they gamble, but can also achieve a type of es-
cape from their physical and emotional constraints pre-
sented by their everyday lives.   
In contrast to the growing literature on gambling mo-
tivations, the concept of involvement has not received 
much attention in the field of gambling studies. The con-
cept has been generally defined as the personal meaning 
or affective attachment an individual has for an activity 
or a setting,
9,10 and as such it has been regarded as having 
an enduring nature.
11 Researchers have suggested that 
the concept incorporates at least four underlying factors: 
pleasure/interest, centrality to lifestyle, perceived import-
ance, and self-expression.
9,12-14 These researchers have 
come to recognize involvement as a potentially power-
ful explanatory variable-one that can help enhance our 
understanding of a variety of leisure activities. For inst-
ance, a study
12 suggested that the concept of involve-
ment could explain why people participate in different 
types of activities and use different types of facilities in 
a fitness club.   
It has been further argued that the involvement con-
cept serves as one of the most important factors in ex-
plaining why and how people develop interests and skill 
levels in recreational activities-and, hence, how they de-
velop into a “specialist” in an activity.
9 Specialists tend 
to display a high degree of commitment, activity-related 
knowledge, and focus to a degree that the activity be-
comes a central life interest.
15 Earlier studies found that 
the concept of involvement is related to the typology of 
leisure participants, ranging from novice to specialist.
16 
Most importantly for our purposes is one researcher’s 
claim
17 that although in common usage the term “speci-
alization” often possesses a positive connotation, some-
times it can take a negative turn. This researcher argued 
that there were costs to becoming serious specialists, 
especially as family members, friends, and others can fre-
quently misunderstand the recreational lives of serious 
leisure participants. A darker side of specialization is 
also revealed when serious leisure seekers become “ad-
dicted” to the recreational activity-a notion worth explor-
ing, in our view, when the activity of choice is gambling. 
In the gambling literature, only a single study
18 has 
investigated the relationship between involvement and 
gambling behavior. In this study, involvement was found 
to be composed of three dimensions: self-identity/self-
expression, pleasure/interest/importance, and centrality-
contrary to the usually suggested four dimensions (self-
expression, pleasure/interest or enjoyment, centrality, and 
importance). This study’s results also indicated that plea-
sure (enjoyment) and centrality were the two most im-
portant dimensions of involvement for gamblers. Finally, 
this study suggested that future research should further 
engage these involvement dimensions when exploring the 
nuances of gambling behavior.   
In this paper we will attempt to answer this call by fur-
ther exploring dimensions of involvement for gamblers 
in three gambling groups. Overall, this paper seeks to 
achieve three objectives: 1 ) to identify the underlying 
dimensions of involvement and motivation in a sample 
of Korean casino gamblers, using a factor analysis; 2) to 
explore any differences in involvement and motivation 
among three types of gamblers (non-problem, some pro-
blem, and probable pathological gamblers); and 3) to 
examine any differences among these three types of gam-
blers with respect to demographic and behavioral vari-
ables.  
 
Methods 
 
Participants and procedure 
Because we wanted to be able to compare across the 
three gambling groups outlined by researchers,
1-3 a pur-
posive sampling method was deemed most appropriate. 
This method yielded 180 completed questionnaires for 
“non-problem gamblers”, 180 completed questionnaires 
for the “some problem gamblers” group, and 180 com-
pleted questionnaires for the group of “probable patho-
logical gamblers”. To ensure that a more representative 
sample of South Korean gamblers was achieved, the sur-
vey was conducted with actual casino gamblers on both 
weekdays and weekends in the middle of June 2002. 
Questionnaires were administered at a temporary booth 
in the casino, allowing for unusual access to gamblers  
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during actual gambling visits-a situation which should 
enhance recall accuracy. Field researchers approached 
casino gamblers, outlined the purpose of the research pro-
ject, and invited them to participate in the survey. After 
consenting, a self-administered questionnaire was pre-
sented to each respondent. The questionnaires were then 
completed in the presence of the field researchers, allow-
ing for rigorous monitoring of the data collection process. 
 
Measures 
The involvement items employed in our research ins-
trument were based upon similar items in previous re-
search.
9,11,19-21 Using a 5-point Likert scale, respondents 
were asked to indicate their levels of agreement with 
statements based upon these items (1=strongly disagree, 
3=neutral, 5=strongly agree). All items were pre-tested 
with casino visitors, and participants in this pre-test were 
asked to evaluate the appropriateness of the measuring 
instruments. After the pre-test, questions that were po-
orly understood were reworded for clarity, and a final 
list was generated of 15 involvement items associated 
with casino gambling.   
Similarly, a preliminary list of motivation items was 
generated from a review of related literature on gambl-
ing motivations.
5-7,22,23 In addition to these previously-
explored issues, other “new” items explored the matters 
of whether subjects were motivated to visit the casino 
by features outside of the casino-in this case, both the 
mountain scenery surrounding the area and the cultural 
and historical attractions nearby. These kinds of oft-ne-
glected motivations are perhaps increasingly important as 
a variety of gambling settings attempt to synthesize gambl-
ing activities with other nearby non-gambling activities. 
In sum, not all visitors to casino spaces were there just for 
the gambling, and we wished to explore these motiva-
tions in our instrument. As with the involvement items, 
these items were pre-tested with casino visitors, and res-
pondents were asked to evaluate the appropriateness of 
the measuring instruments. After the pre-test, questions 
that were poorly understood were reworded for clarity. 
These procedures yielded a list of 24 motivational items 
associated with casino gambling. 
The problem gambling scale used in this project was 
the Gamblers Anonymous Twenty Questions (GA20). This 
instrument has been widely employed in a variety of re-
search and clinical settings.
1,2,24 Originally developed by 
Gamblers Anonymous members to identify the existence 
and severity of a gambling problem,
25 it has since been 
used in research settings as well. This instrument was 
developed by those with gambling problems, giving it 
an immediate face validity.
1 In a psychometric study seek-
ing to test the reliability and validity of the measure,
24 
researchers suggested that this non-medical background 
is important, and concluded by hailing its “extraordinary 
performance” (p.12) as a research and clinical instrument. 
This study also suggested that its convergent validity is 
high when measured against the widely used South Oaks 
Gambling Screen, and a factor analysis revealed that its 
construct validity is also high. In a final measure of vali-
dity, this study suggests that the instrument is highly cap-
able of distinguishing problem gamblers, giving it high 
discriminatory validity, and that it also demonstrates high 
diagnostic efficacy (98.9%). Because the GA20 empha-
sizes common, everyday problems associated with gam-
bling, and because it avoids medical constructs such as 
tolerance, we believed that this instrument was appro-
priate for translation and administration in South Korea. 
Notably, the only study that evaluates the reliability and 
validity of the instrument
24 not only supported its use-it 
also involved a translation into a different language and 
culture.  
As with previous research,
1,3,4 our study classifies gam-
blers into three groups by assessing total scores of the 
GA 20: 1) a score of 0 translates to “non-problems” with 
gambling; 2) a score between 1 and 6 is indicative of 
“some problems” with gambling; and 3) a score higher 
than 7 categorizes the respondent as a “probable patho-
logical gambler”. 
 
Results 
 
Factor analysis of gambling involvement 
Factor analysis is a statistical method used to derive 
underlying dimensions that explain data in a much sm-
aller number of concepts than the original individual 
variables.
26 Common criteria in extracting these factors
27 
are: 1) eigenvalues representing the amount of variance 
explained by a factor (these should greater than 1); 2) 
factor loadings accounting for the correlation between 
the original variables and each factor (these should be 
greater than 0.4); and 3) reliability coefficients to check 
the internal consistency of items with each factor (these 
should be above 0.6). 
In our case, fifteen items of gambling involvement 
were factor analyzed using the principal component me-
thod and varimax rotation procedure to uncover under-
lying meaningful dimensions. Three items with factor 
loading lower than 0.4 were removed and the remaining 
twelve items were factor analyzed again. The final fac-
tor analysis resulted in three underlying dimensions of 
gaming involvement. As shown in Table 1, all three fac-
tors had eigenvalues greater than 1, reliability coeffici-
ents ranging from 0.65 to 0.87, and accounted for 63.1% 
of the total variance. Hence, these factors appeared to  
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exceed the minimum appropriate standards.
28 
The first factor, labeled “importance and self-expres-
sion”, explained 40.8% of the total variance, with a re-
liability coefficient of 0.87 (Table 1). The relatively large 
proportion of the total variance for the factor leads us to 
conclude that “importance and self-expression” is of 
central importance to our sample of gamblers. The second 
factor was labeled “pleasure and interest”, and account-
ed for 12.2% of the variance with a reliability coeffi-
cient of 0.73. The final factor was labeled “centrality”, 
and explained 10.0% of the variance with a reliability 
coefficient of 0.65.   
 
Differences in involvement among three types 
of gamblers 
In Table 2, we shift our attention to examine differ-
ences in involvement among the sub-samples of non-pro-
blem, some problem, and probable pathological gam-
blers. In examining the involvement factors, analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) tests reveal that the factor of “import-
ance and self-expression” was significantly different at 
p<0.01 among these three subgroups. Next, Duncan’s 
multiple-range tests were performed to further examine 
differences in involvement among the three types of gam-
bling segments. The results of these tests indicate that 
the three types of gamblers were significantly different 
with respect to the factor of importance and self-expres-
sion. Mean values also indicate that gamblers with se-
verest problems scored highest on this factor: probable 
pathological gamblers had the largest value for this fac-
tor, some problem gamblers had the second largest value, 
and the gamblers with no problems had the lowest value. 
The ANOVA tests also indicate that the factor of “ple-
asure and interest” was significantly different among three 
types of gambling segments at p<0.01. Duncan’s multiple-
range tests reveal that the gamblers with no problems 
were statistically different from the some problem and 
probable pathological gambler groups, whereas no sig-
nificant difference was found between the some problem 
and probable pathological gamblers. Put another way, the 
gamblers with problems (both “some problem” and “pro-
bable pathological” groups) in our sample scored higher 
on the “pleasure and interest” factor than gamblers with-
out problems.   
Finally, ANOVA tests also reveal that the centrality 
factor was significantly different among these three gr-
oups of gamblers at p<0.01. Duncan’s multiple-range 
tests showed that the non-problem group was statisti-
TABLE 1. Results of factor analysis for gambling involvement
Factors and items  Factor loading  Eigen-value Variance  (%) Reliability 
F1: Importance and self-expression    4.90  40.82  0.87 
Casino gambling takes up a great portion in my life  0.859       
Casino gambling is important to me  0.853       
Casino gambling is consistent with my lifestyle  0.767       
Casino gambling has an important meaning for me  0.765       
Playing casino games is a way of expressing myself  0.610       
I play casino games in order to gain respect and recognition from others  0.445     
F2: Pleasure and interest    1.47  12.21  0.73 
Casino gambling offers me relaxation  0.791       
Casino gambling gives me pleasure  0.780       
I have much interest in casino gambling  0.676       
I usually read casino gambling related news and reports thoroughly  0.533       
F3: Centrality   1.20  09.97 0.65 
Casino gambling is a central topic in my conversations with friends  0.797       
Most of my friends are somehow related to casino gambling  0.793       
Total     63.10   
 
TABLE 2. Differences in involvement among three types of gamblers using ANOVA
Factors NPG  SPG  PPG  F-value  Significance 
Importance and self-expression  1.49A*  2.01B 2.62C 97.50 <0.001 
Pleasure  and  interest  2.29A 3.06B 3.19B 54.82  <0.001 
Centrality  1.80A 2.16B 2.21B 10.43  <0.001 
Measured with 5 point Likert-type scale: 1=strongly disagree, 3=neutral, 5=strongly agree. *Duncan’s multiple-range tests: means with the 
same letter are not significantly different from at 5% level. NPG: non-problem gamblers, SPG: some problem gamblers, PPG: probable 
pathological gamblers, ANOVA: analysis of variance 
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cally different from the groups of some problem and 
probable pathological gamblers, whereas no significant 
difference was found between the some problem and 
probable pathological gamblers. Once again, this means 
that the “some problem” and “probable pathological” 
gamblers are similar on the centrality factor, but they are 
both different from the gamblers with no problems (at 
least with respect to this factor).  
 
Factor analysis of motivation 
Next we turn our attention to gambling motivation. 
Twenty four motivational items were factor analyzed us-
ing the principal component method and varimax rotat-
ion procedure, a technique that enables researchers to 
isolate meaningful underlying dimensions of motivation. 
Five items with factor loading lower than 0.4 were re-
moved, and the remaining nineteen items were factor 
analyzed again. The final factor analysis resulted in four 
underlying dimensions of motivations. As shown in Ta-
ble 3, all four factors had eigenvalues greater than 1. 
These factors had reliability coefficients ranging from 
0.69 to 0.89, and accounted for 63.0% of the total vari-
ance. Thus, these factors appeared to exceed the appro-
priate minimum standards. 
The first factor was labeled “escape”, and explained 
33.9% of the total variance with a reliability coefficient 
of 0.89. The second factor was labeled “socialization”, 
and accounted for 14.6% of the variance with a reliab-
ility coefficient of 0.82. The third factor was labeled 
“winning”, and explained 8.9% of the variance with a 
reliability coefficient of 0.69. The final factor was la-
beled “scenery and culture”, and accounts for 5.6% of 
the variance with a reliability coefficient of 0.70. Based 
upon this latter finding, it would seem that our belief that 
non-gambling motivations are important for certain vi-
sitors is supported.   
 
Differences in casino motivation among three 
types of gamblers 
Next, we examine the three sub-groups of gamblers 
and their motivations. Table 4 presents differences in 
motivations for casino gambling among gamblers with 
no problems, gamblers who have some problems, and 
gamblers who qualify as probable pathological gamblers. 
The ANOVA tests reveal that the motivational factor 
of escape was significantly different at p<0.01 among 
these groups. Once again, Duncan’s multiple-range tests 
were also performed to further examine differences in 
TABLE 3. Results of factor analysis for gambling motivation
Factors and items  Factor loading  Eigen-value Variance  (%) Reliability 
F1:  Escape    6.45 33.93 0.89 
To release tension  0.848       
To enjoy free time  0.833       
To have a change from routine life  0.819       
To relieve fatigue  0.796       
To recharge my energy  0.781       
To seek excitement  0.594       
To pass my time  0.578       
To escape from everyday life  0.517       
F2:  Socialization    2.77 14.58 0.82 
To gain respect from other people  0.831       
To meet new people  0.831       
To demonstrate gambling ability  0.782       
To enjoy good foods and drinks  0.605       
To improve gambling skill  0.553       
To enjoy night-life  0.469       
F3: Winning    1.68  08.86 0.69 
To win money  0.796       
For a chance of hitting a jackpot  0.722       
To seek adventure  0.609       
F4: Scenery and culture    1.06  05.60 0.70 
To enjoy scenery around the casino area  0.818       
To learn more about culture around the casino area  0.810       
Total     62.97  
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casino motivations among the three types of gamblers. 
The results of these tests yielded some interesting and 
non-linear results, in that gamblers with no problems 
and probable pathological gamblers were similar on the 
factor of escape, but they were different from the “some 
problems” group with respect to this factor. However, 
mean values of this factor show that the some problem 
gamblers had the largest value, the probable pathologi-
cal gamblers had the second largest value, and the gam-
blers with no problems had the lowest value-which seems 
to indicate that those with problems tend to be moti-
vated more by escape.   
The ANOVA tests also indicate that the socialization 
motivational factor was significantly different at p<0.01 
among these three groups. Duncan’s multiple-range tests 
reveal that with the socialization factor, the gamblers with 
no problems were statistically different from the some 
problem and probable pathological gamblers, and no 
significant differences were found between the latter 
two groups. This implies that the gamblers without pro-
blems are different from the some problem and probable 
pathological gamblers, but the last two gambling groups 
are similar-at least in terms of their expressed motivations 
to gamble as it is measured on this socialization factor.   
Turning our attention to the next analysis, ANOVA 
tests also reveal that the “winning” motivational factor 
was also significantly different at p<0.01 among the three 
groups of gamblers. Duncan’s multiple-range tests reveal 
that the three groups were statistically different from each 
other with respect to the winning factor. Mean values 
indicate that motivations for winning were strongest 
among probable pathological gamblers, followed by the 
some problem and non-problem groups, respectively. 
Put another way, those who were motivated by winning 
tended to be among the most problematic in our sample. 
When we turn our attention to non-gambling motiva-
tional factors, we again find significant differences. The 
ANOVA tests on these items reveal that the factor of “sc-
enery and culture” was significantly different at p<0.01 
among three types of gambling segments. Duncan’s multi-
ple-range tests indicate that gamblers with no problems 
were statistically different from probable pathological 
gamblers, whereas no significant differences were found 
between non-problem and some problem gamblers.   
TABLE 4. Differences in motivation among three types of gamblers using ANOVA
Factors and items  NPG  SPG  PPG  F-value  Sig. 
F1: Escape  2.64A*  2.97B  02.67A  06.52 <0.01 
To release tension  2.53  2.94  02.67  05.56 <0.01 
To enjoy free time  2.92  3.11  02.81  02.89 >0.05 
To have a change from routine life  3.05  3.31  02.80  07.78 <0.01 
To relieve fatigue  2.46  2.83  02.54  04.96 <0.01 
To recharge my energy  2.49  2.76  02.37  05.19 <0.01 
To seek excitement  2.85  3.18  02.77  05.43 <0.01 
To pass time  2.34  2.42  02.51  00.95 >0.30 
To escape from daily life  2.56A  3.03B  02.86B  06.39 <0.01 
F2: Socialization  1.61A  1.86B  01.87B  07.83 <0.001 
For respect form other people  1.57  1.69  01.70  01.43 >0.20 
To meet new people  1.45  1.68  01.64  03.71 <0.05 
To demonstrate gambling ability  1.44  1.76  02.04 19.10  <0.001 
To enjoy good foods and drinks  1.81  1.99  01.87  01.52 >0.20 
To improve gambling skill  1.59  1.86  02.01  07.33 <0.01 
To enjoy night-life  1.88  2.30  02.13  05.76 <0.01 
F3: Winning  2.09A  2.74B  03.40C 89.74  <0.001 
To win money  2.06  2.93  03.99 124.890 <0.001 
For a chance of hitting a jackpot  1.74  2.37  03.22 61.81  <0.001 
To seek adventure  2.47  2.90  02.94  07.95 <0.001 
F4: Exploring scenery  2.60A  2.50A  01.88B 25.05 <0.001 
To enjoy scenery around the casino area  2.85  2.81  02.01 26.21  <0.001 
To learn more about cultural resources around the casino area  2.35  2.18  01.75 12.50  <0.001 
Total     62.97     
Measured with 5 point Likert-type scale: 1=strongly disagree, 3=neutral, 5=strongly agree. *Duncan’s multiple-range tests: means with the 
same letter are not significantly different from at 5% level. NPG: non-problem gamblers, SPG: some problem gamblers, PPG: probable 
pathological gamblers, ANOVA: analysis of variance 
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Differences in demographic characteristics 
among the three types of gamblers  
In order to further identify the profile of the three groups 
of gamblers examined here, each segment was cross-ta-
bulated with socio-economic variables and selected beha-
vioral variables. As shown in Table 5, the results of the 
Chi-squire tests indicate that there were statistically sig-
nificant differences among the three gambling groups: for 
the “some problem” and “probable pathological” gam-
bling groups, gambling was the primary purpose of their 
visit to casino. On the other hand, gambling was not the 
major purpose of the casino visit with the “non-problem” 
group, who tended to cite non-gambling factors in articu-
lating their decision to come to the casino. Perhaps pre-
dictably, length of stay for the gamblers with no problems 
appeared to be shorter relative to the other two gambling 
segments. In addition, gamblers with no problems tended 
to visit the casino less frequently than the some problem 
and probable pathological gamblers did. 
The probable pathological gamblers were more likely 
to be alone when they gambled, whereas the gamblers 
with no problems tended to be accompanied by family, 
and the some problem gamblers tended to be accompani-
ed by friends and relatives. The probable pathological 
gamblers were more likely to prefer baccarat and black-
jack, whereas the “non-problem” gamblers were more 
likely to prefer slot machines. Meanwhile, the interme-
diate some problem gambling group tended to prefer both 
slot machines and blackjack. 
Demographically, the some problem and probable pa-
thological gamblers were characterized by a relatively 
high number of males, whereas the gamblers with no pro-
blems were characterized by a relatively equal distribu-
tion of males and females.   
 
Differences in preference of recreational  
activities among the three types of gamblers  
In addition to measurements of gaming involvement 
and motivations, respondents were asked about their other 
recreational preferences during their visit to the resort. 
To this end, ANOVA tests were conducted to observe any 
differences in preferences among three types of gam-
blers. As shown in Table 6, the results of ANOVA and 
Duncan’s multiple-range tests indicate that for outdoor 
recreational facilities, such as the golf course, ski lift, 
and theme park, the “non-problem” gamblers were si-
TABLE 5. Differences in characteristics among three types of
gamblers 
Characteristics NPG  SPG  PPG  Statistics 
Primary purpose         
Gambling  058 104  143  χ2=81.945 
Non-gambling 122  075  037 p<0.01 
Number of visit         
1-5 times  157  107  030  χ2=187.909 
6-20 times  013  031  053 p<0.01 
21 or more  008  041  094  
Length of stay         
Day visit  154  109  037  χ2=164.258 
1 night or more  018  063 133  p<0.01 
Accompanied by         
Alone  010  023  083  χ2=150.066 
Friends/Relatives  054  087  069 p<0.01 
Family  072  042  015  
Group  036  019  004  
Others  008  008  008  
Preferred games         
Blackjack  035  045  046  χ2=125.791 
Baccarat  007  021  062 p<0.01 
Roulette  012  024  034  
Slot machine  087  065  013  
Others  007  019  024  
Gender        
Male  081 111  158  χ2=76.769 
Female  099  069  020 p<0.01 
Marital status         
Single  056  061  087  χ2=14.652 
Married 122  116  087 p<0.01 
NPG: non-problem gamblers, SPG: some problem gamblers, PPG:
probable pathological gamblers 
 
TABLE 6. Differences in reference of recreational activities among three types of gamblers using ANOVA
Factors NPG  SPG  PPG  F-value  Significance 
Golf course  3.19A*  3.16A 2.53B 13.79  <0.001 
Ski lift  3.60A  3.65A  3.04B  12.60  <0.001 
Family programs  3.80A  3.64A  2.99B  16.04  <0.001 
Package tour  4.18A  4.08A  3.68B  08.88 <0.001 
Theme park  3.91A  3.80A  3.19B  18.58  <0.001 
Indoor sports facilities  3.85A  4.09B  4.12B  03.30 <0.05 
Cinema 3.83A  3.98AB  4.18BC  04.39 <0.05 
Measured with 5 point Likert-type scale: 1=strongly disagree, 3=neutral, 5=strongly agree. *Duncan’s multiple-range tests: means with the 
same letter are not significantly different from at 5% level. NPG: non-problem gamblers, SPG: some problem gamblers, PPG: probable 
pathological gamblers, ANOVA: analysis of variance 
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milar to the “some problem” gamblers, but the first two 
segments were different from the “probable pathologi-
cal” gamblers. Mean values show that the “non-problem” 
and “some problem” gamblers were more likely to pre-
fer outdoor recreational activities than the “probable pa-
thological” gamblers were.   
On the other hand, for indoor activities the results 
looked a bit different: the some problem gamblers ap-
peared to be similar to the probable pathological gam-
blers, but they were different from the gamblers with no 
problems. Mean values also show that the “probable pa-
thological” gamblers and “some problem” gamblers were 
more likely to prefer the indoor activities of ‘indoor 
sports facilities’ and ‘cinema’ than those without pro-
blems. In sum, the evidence here suggests that gamblers 
with problems appear to prefer indoor activities, while 
those without problems prefer outdoor activities.   
 
Discussion 
 
This study aimed to investigate differences in invol-
vement and motivations among three types of gambling 
groups: gamblers with no problems, gamblers with some 
problems, and probable pathological gamblers.   
The findings on involvement appeared to be conceptu-
ally clear and similar to findings in previous research.
29 
However, one difference emerged: in our study, the fac-
tor of importance and self-expression emerged within the 
same dimension, and the pleasure factor emerged as a se-
parate dimension. The findings on motivation were also 
similar to previous research,
27 except for the addition of 
one significant factor: “scenery and culture”. 
These results also show that the “some problem” and 
“probable pathological” gamblers had higher levels of 
involvement in casino gambling than the non-problem 
gamblers, indicating that this construct has considerable 
analytical value. Involvement measurements-long ne-
glected in the gambling field, but important in the lei-
sure field-may well help differentiate those with gam-
bling problems from those without any gambling pro-
blems. Put another way, there does indeed appear to be a 
“dark side” to intense levels of involvement.   
When it comes to motivations, the “probable patholo-
gical” gamblers appeared to be similar to the “some pro-
blem” gamblers in seeking socialization and escape, in-
dicating that these kinds of motivations are important to 
those who develop problems with gambling. This find-
ing implies that the escape item may contribute signifi-
cantly to explaining problematic gambling, a finding that 
is consistent with previous speculations on dissociative 
gambling.
30  
Overall, mean values show that the “some problem” 
gamblers were most likely to be motivated by escape, 
the “probable pathological” gamblers were most likely 
to be motivated by winning, and the gamblers with no 
problems were most likely to be motivated by the local 
mountain scenery and culture. This latter point is per-
haps most telling with regard to the increasingly promi-
nent development of non-gambling amenities adjacent 
to casino gambling locations. Specifically, it would seem 
that those who exhibit problems with their gambling are 
interested primarily in the gambling itself, while the non-
gambling amenities motivate those who do not display 
any problematic behaviors.   
In terms of preference for recreational activities out-
side of the gambling environment, the finding seems to 
indicate that “probable pathological” gamblers may well 
prefer the indoors to the outdoors, while those without 
problems seem to prefer to “head outside”-to activities 
that extend beyond the casino walls. Once again, “heal-
thier” gamblers appear to be those with a variety of re-
creational interests outside of the casino, providing sup-
port for a general belief that is embodied in gaming 
jurisdictions like Singapore and Las Vegas.   
Overall, then, it seems that the probable pathological 
gamblers tend to be uninterested in a broader range of 
recreational activities outside of casino gambling-while 
those who do not qualify as having problems engage in 
a broader array of recreations in and around the casino 
environment. This is a telling finding, as it seems to 
indicate that new gaming jurisdictions that emphasize 
this “total recreation destination” approach (such as Sin-
gapore), as well as existing jurisdictions that are ex-
panding their offerings to embrace this kind of approach 
(such as Las Vegas) are on the right track-at least from a 
social impact perspective.   
In conclusion, it seems that when applying the (oc-
casionally neglected) “tools” of leisure research to the 
specialized and burgeoning field of gambling research, 
these tools do indeed provide valuable and discerning 
information about the entire spectrum of gamblers. In 
the future, leisure researchers and gambling researchers 
would do well to further explore parallel interests and 
theoretical constructs, with hopes of developing a coher-
ent and consistent understanding of those who choose to 
gamble with their leisure time. As gambling becomes an 
increasingly central leisure-time pursuit in a growing 
number of international jurisdictions, it would seem that 
gambling researchers’ and leisure researchers’ futures 
are inextricably linked. 
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